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“‘In 15 to 20 years, when very accwute nudes wrrh mass dem-uctwrz wurhe& are 
5vinbb~e to IT&d Worldaatwns, ihe US wdl need a regmnu~, wide area iatr defensej3rce to 

dupkate on 5 grand scale the Parrot ‘s pmrul role of defmgmg the Scud ” 
Lt Gen Chuck Homer-I99Z(FttIghum 1 S- 19) 

General EIorner made thts comment over five years ago when, as the Jotnt Forces Atr Component 

Commander for Desert Storm, he was confronted with the new terror weapon of choice for Third World despots- 

the Scud mtsstle. In fact, Iraq’s launchtng of nearly 90 Scud mlsstles a? Saudi Arabia and Israel, accounted for 25 

percent of US casualties, and almost caused Israel to enter the war, thereby threatening the fragtie ailied coahtton. 

(Joseph and Payne 1) It also caused the tnteiligence community to reevahtati the threat posed by balhsztc 

mtsstles and thetr potenttal nudear, biologtcal, and chemtcai payloads. This reexamination was the catalyst for 

President Bush’s redtre&on of the S&ategtc Defense Inttiatlve (SDI), which he announced during his State of the 

Unton address to the American pubIic tn January 1991 

Prestdent Bush satd, 9ooktng forward, I have directed that the SD1 program be refocused on provtding 

protection from limited baIIi&tc mtsslie ties, whatever their source. Let us pursue an SDI program &at can 

deal w&h any Wure threat to the Untti States, to our forces overseas, and to our fiiends and allies.” (Cooper and 

Hadiey 2) President Bush’s scaIed back version of SDI, tailed Gbbal Protectton Against Limtted Strikes 

(GPALS), would have provtded worldwtde protectton from a limited number of mtsstles (up to 200), and was 

much more affordable than the previous SD1 concept Further, Prestdent Bush’s approach conceptualiy made the 

transttton from a Cold War NattonaiSecurtq Strategy of contatnment and deterrence through Mutual Assured 

Destruction (MAD), or mutual vulnerability, to a post-Coid War stfategy of dete?nce and _defense. 

While the Guif War expertence promoted widespread support for Theater Missile Defenses (TMD), National 

Mtsslle Defense (NMD) has not recewed the same backing. (Joseph and Payne 1) For example, President Clinton 

took a radtcaily dtfferent view of the need for a National Mtsstle Defense (NMD) sysm from Prestdent Bush 

President Clmton dwarded the GPALS concept, wlthdrew the proposed Bush-Yeltsin amendments to the 1972 

US-Sovtet Unton (FSU) Anti-Ballisnc Missile (ABM) Treaty, and discounted the threat to the continental Untted 

States Futier. the CItnton Admtmstratton formulated a National Secttrtty Strategy of engagement and 

enlargement that dtd not support deployment of a Natlonai Missile Defense system In essence President Clinton 

has lndefmlte& postponed any NMD fielding declslon Further. President Clmton’s policy used the 1972 ABM 
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Treae as 1 he centerptece of the US-Russtan strategic relattonshtp, and thus reverted to a Cold War reliance on 

Mutual Assured Destruction (MAD). (Cooper gg) 

Only two years after hts election, however, President Cltnton reassessed ha earlter view of the mlsstle 

threat and issued Executtve Order 12933 on November 14,1994, whtch declared a nattonal emergency wtth 

respect to the threat posed by the proltferatton of balltsttc mtsstles and nuclear, biological, and chemical weapons 

of mass destrucxion (WMD). One year later he reafTitmed the sertousness of the threat when he said 

On November 14,1994, by Executtve Order 12935, I declared a national emergency with respect to the 
unusual and extraordinary threat to the natiobai secuti~, foretgn policy , and economy of the Untted 
States posed by the proiiferatioe of nuciear, biological, and ehemicaJ weapons (‘weapons of mass 
destruction’) and the means of delivering such weapons. Because the proliferatton of weapons of mass 
destructton and means of delivermg them continues to pose an un& aad extraordinary threat to 
national security, foretgn policy, and economy of the United S&tes, the national emergency declared on 
November 14,1994, must continue tn effect beyond November 14,1995. Therefore...1 am continuing 
the natiu4 emergency decked in Executive Order No. 12938 @mph&s added] 

William J Cltton, The White House, November g, 1995 (Cltnton 9) 

Ctttiottsly, while Prestdent Clinton recognized the threat, he has not fundamentally modified his polrc~es to 

address this issue. In fact, the Admtnistration has repeatedly rebuffed Congresstonal inttiattves to field a 

National Misstle Defense (NMD) system. For example, when presented with the Defense Attthonzahon Bill, the 

“Defend Amertca Act” of 1996, from the 104th Congress, whtch called for fieldtng of a Nattonai Mtsstle Defense 

by 2003, Pres-tdent Clinton vetoed tt, and tn fact contradicted his Executtve Order by saying “there is no 

foreseeable mtsstle threat Justifytng deployment of a national mtsstle defense,” (Spence 20) and asserted the 

“btll’s provtstons calltng for one would put US poltcy ‘on a colliston course’ with the 1972 Anti-Ballisttc Mtsstle 

(ABM) Treaty ” (Spence 20) Unfortunately, both postttons are wrong. 

Thts analysts presents the three most common Justtficattons for the Admintstration’s to not deploy an NMD 

system. demonstrates the weakness of each, and recommends changes to current policy First, whtle the Clinton 

Admtntstratton has acknowledged the threat to our forces overseas, they have discounted the threat of attack to 

the US There IS strong evtdence that the threat ts actually tncreastng and unless the US responds now, the 

“threat wtll outpace the natton’s abtltty to deploy effective defenses” (Joseph and Payne 1) and will leave the 

United States vulnerable Second. crtttcs of NMD and T’MD systems ctte adherence to the 1972 Antt-Balltsttc 

Wsstle (ABM) Treaty behveen the US and the now-defunct Sovtet Lnlon as mvtolable They are wrong The 

I972 ABM Treaty IS a relic of the bipolar world and IS no longer a useful mechantsm In a multipolar enwronment 
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In fact. President Yeltsm suggested a new mternat~onal framework to address both arms control and proliferation 

m 1992. Rather than acceptmg thus proposal, President Clinton dlsmlssed the concept and returned to the Cold 

War mutual vulnerabrhty construct dictated by ha Adminstrat~on’s stnct mterpretatmn of the 1972 ABIvf Treaty 

Irontcally this mterpretation of the treaty was viewed as “less threatenmg” to the Russians President Clinton 

then proposed a pohcy of NATO Expansion, which was m fact very threatenmg to Russia. Third, while some 

crltlcs suggest NMD systems WIII not work, recent development efforts show technology now provides the 

opportunity to rapzdly and affordably field an NMD system. -Moreover, the system can be fielded m a time- 

phased way by mltlally fielding ground-based mterceptors (cued by Improved surveillance satellites) and 

transItion to more capable space-based interceptors as technologies come to fi=mtion 

The end of the Cold War actually marked the end of a penod of relatively stable world order and ushered m 

a period of transItron and turbulence unchecked by the restraints imposed by the former Cold War system of 

alliances and proxtes. Yet, while the end of the Cold War brought an acknowledged reduction in the threat of a 

massive nuclear mgsslle exchange with the Former Soviet Union (FSU), the new world order s now more 

threatening, albelt on a more hmlted basis, than before Not only do Russia and Chma have szgnificant nuclear 

muzzle mventortes and mtercontmnental ballistic mu&es (ICBMs) capable of threatenmg the survrval of the 

Umted States, a sign&ant Third World threat has emerged from parmh states like Iraq, Iran, Libya, Syria and 

North Korea whtch by the end of the decade, may be able to stnke the contmental US. (Cooper 92) 

The Clmton Admmrstratton has recently cited a controversial National Intelligence Estimate (NIE) to 

suggest the threat of attack to the US by balhstic mlsslles and nuclear, btologlcal, or chemical warheads IS at least 

IO- 15 years away It has therefore postulated the US can postpone the development and deployment of an NMD 

system, unttl well after the turn of the century (Lodal and Carter 104 ) Recent evtdence suggests both posItions 

are wrong Thts sectton shows there IS not only a current threat posed by Russia and Chma, but also that several 

Third World nations may threaten the US by the turn of the century. If an NMD system ts not fielded before the 

threat matenahzes, the threat WIII precede the US ablhty to defend Itself. leavmg the natlon vulnerable 

The threat posed by major nuclear powers lrke Russia and Chma contmues to be srgmficant and should not 

be dlscounted For example. Andre1 Grachov. a FSL commumst party official recently provrded the US w lth a 
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wake up call when he sard “[in the FSU] you have the same explosive mixture you had m Germany m the 1930’s 

The humrhatlon of a great power Economm troubles The rrse of nattonalism. You shouid not underestimate the 

danger ” {Payne M&zle Defense 99) if Grachov IS correct, the upcommg Russmn Presidentral electron could be 

a major tummg point in the Russtan movement toward democrauzatton. A return to the pre- 1990s system of 

government would have srgmficant rmptications for US-Russran relatrons Further, the Admmrstratron’s 

insistence on NATO expanston, threatens the Russmns, causing them to constder deployments of theater nuclear 

missiles, and reconstder START reductrons. (Yurkin 17) 

Specrfically, Russian military expert, Anton Surtkov, recently warned that NATO Expanston, promoted by 

the Clinton Admmrstratton, threatens the Russians. He cautioned that tf NATO expanded to the Baltrcs, Russia 

would send troops to Estonia, Lnhuanm, and Latvia, and “any attempts by the alliance to oppose it by force can 

tngger a world nuclear catastrophe.” (Yurkin 17) In what appears to be the begmning of renewed tensions, he 

also warned “that Russia may deploy tact& nuclear weapons on rts horder wrth Poland and in the southern 

regrons to counterbalance NATO expansion to Poland, the Czech republic and Hungary.” (Yurkm 17) 

Addttronally, the chance of a rogue military commander launching an attack against the US is a distinct 

posslbrhty For example, scenartos like the attempted coup of President Gorbachev m 1991 raise serious 

questlons about the command and control of the Russmn nuclear forces. 

Chma also presents a threat to the survtval of the Umted States Although the Chinese nuclear arsenal and 

delivery systems are a fracrion of Russra’s, they stall pose a clear and present danger, highlighted recently during 

the Chma-Taiwan issue Durmg the heat of the cnsa, Chinese oficrals allegedly stated the US should stay out of 

Chma‘s domestm disputes and d the US intervened “China was capable of lobbing nuclear warheads at Los 

AngeIes.” (Embarrassmg 18) Further, China’s leadership successron issue has not heen resolved and some recent 

speakers at the Nattonal Deknse Umverstty suggested the leadership translrion may spur natronalistrc tendencies 

and foster mtemal power struggles wuh People’s Lrberation Army (PLA) leaders rtsrng to power This snuatron. 

fueled by anti-Amerrcamsm and flashpoints wnh the US, hke Taiwan, could lead to catastrophrc results 

WMe both Russra and Chma pose a current threat, perhaps even more alarmtng IS the rapldly emergmg 

threat from Thnd World nattons ,More spectficaily. the prohferatton of WMD and balhsttc missde technology to 

Thrrd World natrons threatens our troops, ctvlhans and allies overseas and by the end of the decade, some Thud 
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World nations are expected to be capable of strlkmg the contmental tinned States. President Clinton’s Executive 

Order established the serrousness of the threat from Thud World natrons posed by the proliferation of WMD and 

balhstic mrssrle technology Elaboratmg on the Presulent’s comments, Representatrve Curt Weldon recently satd 

“twenty-five countries have or are developmg weapons of mass destruction, [and] a srmilar number of countries 

have or are seektng to acquire balhsttc mtsmles.” (Weldon 66) Further, by the year 2000, Hadley predicts we 

could see nine nations with nuclear, ten wtth bmlogtcal, and thirty with chemical weapons. (Hadley 30) Finally, 

former Director of Central Intelligence, James Woolsey testrfied before the Senate m 3anuary 1994, “ballistic 

misslies are becoming the weapon of choice for nations unable to strrke their enemies at long range ” (Weldon 

66) For example, “recent reports indicate the Taepo-Dong 2 miss& that North Korea IS developing could have a 

range of 10,000 km, capable of reaching Amertca’s West Coast Even more ommous 1s the fact the mrsstle may 

be ready for deployment as early as the year 2000.” (Weldon 64) 

Further, while a rule of thumb 1s it normally takes ten years to develop mdrgenous ballistic missile and 

WMD capabilities, Third World nattons are able to short cucmt the development process by acqutrmg systems 

from natrons like China and Russia and make them operational w&n gust a few years. (Hadley 30) The Russtans 

are now marketing and selling converted SS-25 nuclear missrles for space launch activities. (Weldon 64) As 

commercial products, I e. space launch vehicles, the “SS-2% wtll not be under the command and control of the 

Russran nuclear forces Rather they will be under civilian control, where the hkelihood of their being sold, 

transported, or simply misused is greatly mcreased ” (Weldon 64) Addrttunally, the Director of Central 

Intelligence, John Deutch recently testified that there were a half a dozen documented cases of smugglmg nuclear 

materials out of Russia. (Robbins 1) These cases caused the Director of the Arms Control Disarmament Agency, 

John Holum, to say “I don’t have confidence that they even have good inventory of their mtsstle materral. let 

alone a good handle on how to protect It.” (Robbms 1) It IS prectsely this combmatton of the avarlabthty of 

balhstic missiles and nuclear materials that led President Ctmton to Issue hts “state of emergency ’ 

Clearly, the sale of ballistic mrssrles and WMD from Russta and China to rogue nations like Iraq. Libya. 

Iran. Syria. and North Korea vahdates this threat assessment For example. after the 425 bombed TrIpoh m 1956, 

Qadhdhafi showed that he had the WIII and Intent. If not the capablhty, to strike the US when he said 

Did not the Americans almost hit you yesterday when you were asleep In your homes3 If they hnon >ou 
have a deterrent force capable of hlttmg the United States they would not be able to hit >ou Because If 
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we had possessed a deterrem, misHles that could reach New York, we would have hit m the same 
moment Consequently, we should butld this force so that they and others will no longer think about an 
attack (Weldon 64) 

Crmcs of NMD dtscount such evidence and suggest the US IS not vulnerable to balltsttc mrsstles now, nor 

~111 It be for the foreseeable future Ash Carter, the Assrstant Secretary of Defense for Internattonal Secunty 

Policy echoed these thoughts when he said “to go ahead with a Natmnal Mrsstle Defense . Isn’t warranted by the 

threat ” (Lodal and Carter 104) Irontcally, hts predecessor, Stephen Hadley, SuggestedJust the oppostte. Hadley 

said “‘the threat to be countered now IS acctdental and unauthorized launches from the Sovtet Union and 

elsewhere and outright attacks by third world nations ” (Asker 28) 

Additionally, the mcenttves for Third World nattons to acquire balliic missiles and WMD warheads have 

actually increased smce the end of the Cold War when the FSU and xhe US m essence kept things m check. Third 

World regimes may rusk international scorn for not cooperatmg on issues such as the Non-Proliferatron Treaty 

@ITT) m order to preserve then opttons. (Clark 84) For exampie, Les Aspm, then Chanman of the House Armed 

Servmes Committee, quoted the Indmn Defense Mimster after the Gulf War who when asked “What IS the lesson 

of Desert Storm for Thud World countries? He satd, ‘The lesson of Desert Storm for Thud World countrtes is 

don’t attack the United States unless you have nuclear weapons.” (Clark 77) It is not difficult to nnagme North 

Korea mvadmg South Korea, whtle holding US decision makers hostage with the threat of a nuclear attack against 

the US and 1t.s allies, like Japan, for mtervenmg. The destabilmmg effect of an mtercontmental, nuclear armed, 

ballistic mlsslle in the hands of the North Koreans is also truly alarmmg since rheu command and control of the 

weapon, and rationale for its use ts different from the essentially Yattonal” opponent we faced m the FSU 

Fmally, this analysis clearly shows the Clinton Admmlstratron’s view of the threat IS wrong There are many 

nations capable of strtking the US by the end of the decade and the Admimstratlon’s contmued rehance on the 

ABM Treaty as a tool for arms control mamtams US vulnerability against balhstrc mtsslles and mcreases the 

mcentive for nations to seek these capabrhties for coercron, mttmtdation, or retaliatton. (Spence 20) 

The 1972 ABM Treaty and its I974 protocol have been the centerpiece of debate between missile defense 

and arms control advocates for years This section focuses on the basic provrslons of the Treaty. the hmttations it 

Imposes, and why Its contmued existence does not excuse the absence of an UMD capabllq 
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First, the provisions of the ABM Treaty applicable to this analysis are that tt hmns both the FSU and the US 

to one ground based misslie mterceptor ate, iocated either around an offensive mrssile field or the nations’ 

capttal. (Space Law 161) Further. “d ground-based ABM systems based on other physical prmctpies and 

including components capable of substrtu~ng for conventional ABM interceptor masrles, launchers, or radars are 

created m the funire, the parties agree to drscuss limitahons on such systems ” (Space Law i 62) The Treaty also 

addresses space systems It states that the “Umted Stares and the Soviet Umon may not develop, test, or deploy 

space-based ABM systems or components. (Art&e V) This 1s a comprehensive ban. It mcludes currently 

understood ABM technologies (that IS interceptor ml&es) as well as those concepts based on technoiogtes yet to 

be fully developed or understood (that is, directed energy weapons).” (Space Law 161) 

Second, these provisions stgmficantly limit the potential development and deployment options for most 

elements of potenhal NMD systems, parttcularly space-based sensors and potential mterceptors. For example, the 

stgmficantly Improved mtsstie detection satellites being developed under the Air Force’s Space Based Infrared 

Systems Program Office, in Los Angeles, CA, which are capable of precisely determining the iaunch 1OCahOnS 

and predicted impact points of ballistic mrsstles, would be prohibited from cueing interceptors from space m the 

“strtct mterpretatron favored by the Cfinton Admmtstration.” (Boldrick 85) This situahon handcuffs the US from 

expioltmg its technological advantage m areas such as space-based sensors, and potentially space-based 

mterceptors, and other promrsmg advanced concepts such as boost-phase Intercept capabtlittes. 

Thud, the current debate surrounding the ABM Treaty 1s almost theologxai m its nature, wrth arms control 

and miss1 te defense advocates squaring off against one another. The ABM Treaty was viewed by arms control 

advocates as “stabihzmg” smce m theory It did not allow comprehensive defenses which might allow one nation 

to launch a pre-emptrve strrke, and also be able to defend agamst the opponents’ retahatory stroke. This limited 

form of defense was constdered a necessary condttton for deterrence and was corned Mutual Assured Destruction, 

smce “each would be able--after an attack-to destroy the other.” (Cooper 86) 

On the other hand, there are those that question the relevance of the 1972 Treaty m a post-cold War era 

Henry Krssmger. u-ontcaliy one of the prmcrpal architects of the ABM Treaty, argued that “MAD was barei! 

plausible with one nuclear opponent and makes no sense m the multlpoiar world of prohferatmg powers ‘* 

[Cooper 89) Klssmger s feehng \tas shared by the Jomt Strategic Planning Staff who advIsed former 
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Commander-m-Chief of Strategic Command, General Butter. The staff believed the nuclear deterrence that 

worked between two relattvely rational superpowers does not apply m the Thud World. They said 

The thud world is the scene of almost continuous vtolence at vzuyng levels of intensity it IS drvlded mto 
regrons where long-standing ammosntes, stmmermg resentment toward wealthter parts of the global 
community, personal ambitions of autocratz rulers, and the chronic absence of domeshc constramts on 
aggressive behavior frequently erupt into vzolent conflicts. The proliferahon of advanced weapons to 
third world m&artes adds to the powder keg atmosphere. (Smith A14) 

Moreover, Robert Joseph and Kerth Payne recently suggested the US must field an NMD capability 

-‘because the condltlons necessary for deterrence-mutual famdiarny, understanding, commumcatron, etc.--are 

less likely to pertam m the exlshng strategrc envuonment than m the bipolar structure of the past.” (Joseph and 

Payne 2) They argue “the absence of an effective NMD may undercut the ability of the United States to deter 

regional aggressors armed w&b long-range missiles. Such aggressor states may well Judge US deterrence as 

mcredtbie because of the aggressor’s abrlity to launch retaliatory NBC missile attacks on US crties.” (Joseph and 

Payne 2) Boidrrck agrees. He suggests “arms control can work agamst, rather than for, national securrty. When 

the Umted States and the Soviet Unmn negotiated the ABM Treaty m 1972.. protection of strategm nuclear forces 

was envtstoned as a better deterrent than protechon of people.” (Boldrrck 84-55) But Saddam Hussein’s acttons 

m the Gulf War changed the rules. (Boldrtck 85) Hussein employed a strategy of terrorzing ctvthans and 

popuiatron centers with Scuds. As other partah states acqutre more capable ballistic ml&es, and more 

alarmmgly, btoioglcai, chemrcal, or nuclear warheads, US population centers are likely targets and the US will 

need a NMD system capable of defending against them Thus, “mlsstle defenses of the future ~111 have to do 

more than deter an at&ack on strategic nuclear forces. They should also shield populatron centers from iimrted 

nuclear attack by terrorist states.” (Boldrrck 85) 

Perhaps more xmpottantly, the Russians have shown a remarkable wtitingness to depart from the ABM 

Treaty While the Clinton Admmtstration clings to the strict mterpretat~on of the ABM Treaty, and then behef 

that it IS mextrrcably linked to START I and II, Prestdent Yeltsm has proposed mlttatrves to modify or replace the 

ABM Treaty while continuing to reduce nuclear stockprles and delivery vehxcies For example, “m January 1992. 

President Boris Yeitsm proposed that the Umted States and Russia cooperate on building a global protectlon 

system for the world communq--while further reducmg long-range nuclear arms *’ (Cooper 87) HIS proposal. 

presented to the LW General Assembly, was “In sharp contrast to long-standmg arguments of the arms control 
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eine that either arms control or defenses are possrble, but not both ” (Cooper 57) Unfortunately, the 

Admmlstratron’s zeal to maintain the ABM Treaty “derailed the program being made m that effort.“(Cooper 88) 

The precedmg analysrs showed the cntics’ arguments agamst an ?&lD system due to the threat and need to 

mamtam the ABM Treaty are both wrong. It IS now time to see how technology plays m the NMD equahon. 

. 
3lF 

The Admmlstratron’s desue to adhere to the ABM Treaty has resulted in s~gmficant funding cuts for NMD 

related technologms, and a policy to postpone any consideratzon of an NMD system deployment until after the 

turn of the century Further, crtttcs of NMD argue that the US lacks the technology to affordably deploy a NMD 

system. Fortunately, the technology developments sponsored by the SD1 organizahon m the 1980s and early 

1990s prove the cnttcs wrong and provide the US wrth ahemattves to current policy. The purpose of this sectton 

IS not to revrew ail NMD options, but rather to illustrate concepts, the time-phasing, and the affixdabtiity aspects. 

Sclentrsts and engineers from industry and government developed several Important breakthroughs over the 

last 13 years. These breakthroughs came m the form of improved space, ground, and sea-based sensors, sea and 

ground-based mterceptors, and advanced development capabilitres, such as boost-pbase mterceptors. In fact, if an 

YMD program IS approved now, these systems will interact m a “system-of-systems” approach with space, 

ground. and sea-based assets working in harmony to detect and warn of ballistic missile launches, cue 

interceptors, and destroy targets by early m the 2 1 st century. Further, cooperative ventures with Russia and 

other nations m many of these developments will act as confidence budding measures and foster transparency, 

trust, and provide the very stabiiity that crittcs argue will be lost by employmg misstie defenses. 

Thus the past 13 years of SDI sponsored research and development all support the Congressional 

Repubhcans. demand for a 2003 NMD deployment The nation’s investment m ground and sea-based radars, 

terminal defense weapons and their krll vehrcies, have all pard off to afkrd the US the oppottumty to develop and 

deploy credtble TMD and NMD systems m a time-phased fashron. (Cooper 90-91) More specxficaiiy. Henry 

Cooper estrmates that technological advances ~111 “permtt the deployment of effectrve and relatlveiy mexpensrve 

defenses begmnmg m three to four years .’ (Cooper 95) Stephen Hadiey concurs His analysts of a US House of 

Representatltes National Security Commmee proposal si~ows the ablhty to deploy an mlttai WAD system capable 

of lnterceptlng a Iunited number of baiiwc mlsslies m four to seven years (HadIe) 3 I) The mmal capabllq 
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~111 rely on Improved space-based sensors for detectton and warmng of mlsale launches and cuemg for ground- 

based interceptors at one or more sites (Hadley 3 1) Additionally, this mltlal capabllity IS affordable 

Hadley estsmates the ground-based Interceptor capability wdl cost between $5 and $15 bIllion, dependmg 

on the system optlons. (Hadley 3 1) Thn deployment timeframe 1s consistent with th1.s paper’s earher threat 

assessment which shows the capablltty for Third World states to threaten the US by the end of the decade. 

Further, Hadiey’s estimate of the mlaal capability 1s affordable, especlaily when constdered agamst the cost of the 

destruction of Just one US c&y Five to fifteen billion dollars pales in comparison to the enormous cost m terms 

of loss of life and complete disruption of economic, pohttcal, and social systems tf a US c&y were attacked with a 

nuclear armed ball&c missile. Thts example is partrcularly ommous given Qadhdhafi’s comments about 

attackmg New York. Additionally, advanced concepts, currently m development, provide the opportumty to 

upgrade the system w&h more sophisticated capabihtles, like a space-based laser, for boost-phase mtercepts, at a 

relattvely modest cost (Cooper 97) This capabihty allows mterceptton of missiles over the attacker’s tezrxtory, 

before they can maneuver or deploy decoys, and wtll act as a deterrent to nattons thinkmg of using weapons of 

mass destructron since the fallout from a boost-phase intercept wlli land on the attacker. (Cooper 95) 

Finally, some crmcs argue these concepts are not technologically feasible. (Weldon 66) However, thus 

argument does not stand up under scrutiny First, Matthew Bunn, an acknowledged ABM expert and NMD 

opponent, admits “there is little doubt that It IS techmcally possrble to defend the Umted States agamst a handful 

of long-range ballistic mlsslles launched by accident, a mad commander, or a Thrrd World country ” (BUM Srar 

Wurs 13) Second, NMD optrons can build upon the recent b&roughs m advanced development pqects and 

Theater Misstle Defenses Third, hlstory IS replete with examples of naysayers who said thmgs could not be done 

and were later proved wrong. Keith Payne cites several good examples from hlstory to rllustrate this pomt 

Rail travel at high speed 1s not possible because passengers, unable to breathe, would dre of asphyxia. 
[Or Dionysus Larnder (1793-t 859), Professor of %twral Phtlosoph! and Astronomy at Untverstty College. London] 

It IS apparent to me that the possrbrlitles of the aeroplane, which t~%o or three years ago was thought to 
hold the solution to the {flying machmej problem, have been exhausted. and that we must turn elsewhere. 

(Thomas .&a Edison. 1 S95] 

This IS the biggest fool thtng we have ever done The bomb will never go off. and I speak as an expert In 
exdoswes [ AdmIrai WAmm Leahh ad\wn_e Presldenr Truman on the atomic bomb 19451 

(Payne Star 6V0r.s 65) 
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Thts sectIon showed how technology now allows the US to respond to the threat, cooperatively engage with 

the RUSS&K and qu&cly field an affordable NMD system and sets the stage for the followmg recommendattons 

The foIlowmg recommendations for an NMD system consider the constramts of the defense budget realities, 

however, they are not constrained by the limitztlons of the ABM Treaty They are provided for conslderatlon by 

the Clmron Admm~strat~on to modify exmmg pohcy 

1 Immediately engage with the wmner of the 1996 Russu-tn elections to develop a cooperative approach to 

mod&y or rescmd the 1972 ABM Treaty. Use the provlslons from the Yeltsin-Bush agreements in 1992 as a 

starhng point. Specrfically, mclude the Standing Consultatrve CornmissIon’s (SCC) recommended amendments 

that would have: “Ehmmated restrxtions on development and testing of ABM systems and components; 

ehmmated restxttons on radars and sensors; elimmated restrxtlons on the transfer of ABM systems and 

technologes; and permttted additional ABM deployment sites, as well as additional launchers and interceptors ” 

(Joseph and Payne 4) Include the Russians as &ll partners m the development of technologies to support the 

defense abamst llmlted mkes, particularly from the Thud World. TheJomt development inrtiatives could 

include advanced space-based sensor technology (an area the US and Russia have cooperated on m the past), 

space launch options, ground and space-based mterceptor technology, and battle management developments 

However, if the Russians are unwilling to negotiate, the Admrmstratlon should use its prerogative to wlthdraw 

from the ABM Treaty under Article XV which allows untlateral withdrawal with SIX months notice. (Cooper 91) 

2 Support Congresaonal proposals to fully fund NMD development and plan for a deployment by 2003. 

3 Contmhe to fi.md advanced technologies to provide a time-phased, Improved NMD capabrhty to both explott 

new technology and counter enemy systems. it IS partxularly Important to fund promising space-based 

capabllitles. For example, fundmg for a very promising advanced concept, the space-based laser, whrch WIH 

Intercept ml&es rn the boost-phase, needs to be jump-started The fimdrng for this system was slashed to ITS 

“lowest level m more than twenty years. Yet the technology has matured to the pornt where such a deployment 

opportunity has been acknowledged even by the avowed skeptics of strategic defenses ” (Cooper 97) 
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In summary, the US must pursue an aggressive time-phased National MisslIe Defense (NMD) system for 

three reasons First, the threat demands It. It ~111 take approxunately four years to field a system tf the dectston IS 

made now and the system must precede the threat or the US ~111 be vulnerable Durmg the mtenm period, the US 

faces a ltyrted threat of acctdental launches from Russia and China, and by the turn of the century an mcreased 

threat from several Third World nations who may be mcentrvrzed to strike the US. In fact several Third World 

nations have already expressed the will and intent to attack, and are merely waiting for the capabrlity Further, 

deterrence against Thud World nations IS problematic at best, espectally given the Clinton Admm~stratton’s strict 

adherence to the ABM Treaty which mamtams US VulnerabAity Second, the tuning IS nght to remove the ABM 

Treaty as an obstacle to NMD. The US should use the current debate in the 104th Congress as a cataiyst for 

natronal 4 ebate on the issue to inform the American public of the current vulnerability Ironically, a recent poll 

illustrates that over 71 percent of Americans surveyed thought the US possessed a defense against a ballisttc 

missile attack even though the US possesses no such capabtIity (Weldon 65) Further, the tlmmg IS right to 

address the ABM Treaty wrth the winner of the 19% Russian electrons. The Treaty is a relic of the bipolar Cold 

War era and should either be sigmficantly revised to address the multipolar nature of the threat or it should be 

rescmded. Thts paper recommended several proposed cooperative development efforts, including opttons to 

modify or rescmd the ABM Treaty. The Russians should support these mitrattves since they are more 

Immediately threatened by Third World nations than the US and the historical precedent was establtshed four 

years ago by President Yeltsm’s proposals for a mutual defense shreld agamst limited launches. This vrew IS far 

more appropriate given the multipolar nature of the threat Thud, technologrcal developments over the past 13 

years now provide us with the opportumty to qurckly field improved mrssile detection, wammg, and interceptor 

systems While the majority of the early NMD options rely on ground-based interceptors, these systems could be 

upgraded with advanced concepts, like space-based lasers, as they come to fruitron. As a result of years worth of 

technology investment nutrated with the SD1 program. not only IS the US capable of rapidly fielding a NMD 

systems, these systems are affordable. especially when compared to the potential costs of havmg no protection 
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